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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 



1. The drawings are objected to because of the informalities noted on the attached PTO 
948. Correction is required. 

2. This application has been filed with informal drawings which are acceptable for 
examination purposes only. Formal drawings will be required when the application is 
allowed. 



3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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5. Claims 1, 11, 25, 27, 28, 32-34, 44, 46, 56, 59, 65, 67-70, 73-74, 130-132, 136-138 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Becker et al. with Patent Number 
5,878,223 in view of Kramer et al. with Patent Number 6,327,574. 

6. Regarding claim(s) 1,11, 25, 27, 28, 32-34, 44, 46, 56, 59, 65, 67-70, 73-74, 130-132, 
136-138, Becker teaches a page finder based on a user profile. Becker teaches a network, col. 4, 
lines 13-18. Becker teaches using profiles to determine the content to send to a user, col. 4, 5, 
lines 54-57, 1-4 and as "the table becomes more useful, i.e. reflective of usage patterns [these are 
user usage patterns and are a user profile], the more the systems are used", col. 9, lines 8-10 and 
a unique user, col. 1 1, lines 11-12, 18-20. Becker teaches a hierarchical attribute value pair data 
structure, col. 9, lines 1-10 that is dynamic and changes as different data is predicted even though 
the data is organized in a single level n x n matrix. Becker teaches a TV and its related 
communication requirements, col. 3, lines 57-58 and col. 5, lines 4-9 and 18-23. Becker teaches 
the invention in the above claim(s) except for explicitly teaching an independent hierarchical 
attribute value pair data structure . In that Becker operates to generate user based documents, the 
artisan would have looked to the network arts for details of implementing user selections. In that 
art, Kramer, a related network system, teaches "the consumer profile includes hierarchical 
attribute vectors which encode attributes of a consumer at progressively higher levels of 
abstraction", abstract, lines 14-16. Kramer specifically teaches "annotating or replacing ... other 
media with (possibly) related multimedia content [value pair]", col. 6, lines 22-24 and "The 
characteristic value for an object will be represented as a vector [hierarchy]", etc., col. 11, lines 
1-5 . Further, Kramer suggests the "TIC to construct the personal database and models of the 
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consumer", col. 5, lines 31-32 which will result from implementing his hierarchical attribute 
value pair data structures. The motivation to incorporate dynamic and static data structures 
insures highly related documents are matched with a user. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate said data structures as taught in Kramer into 
network system described in Becker because Becker operates with finding documents in a 
computer network and Kramer suggests that optimization can be obtained with networks. 
Therefore, by the above rational, the above claims are rejected. 

7. Claims 1-141 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Becker et 
al. with Patent Number 5,878,223 in view of Savitzky et al. with Patent Number 6,012,083. 

8. Regarding claim(s) 1,11, 25, 27, 28, 32-34, 44, 46, 56, 59, 65, 67-70, 73-74, 130-132, 
136-138, Becker teaches a page finder based on a user profile. Becker teaches a network, col. 4, 
lines 13-18. Becker teaches using profiles to determine the content to send to a user, col. 4, 5, 
lines 54-57, 1-4 and as "the table becomes more useful, i.e. reflective of usage patterns [these are 
user usage patterns and are a user profile], the more the systems are used", col. 9, lines 8-10, and 
a unique user, col. 1 1, lines 1 1-12, 18-20. . Becker teaches a hierarchical attribute value pair 
data structure, col. 9, lines 1-10 that is dynamic and changes as different data is predicted even 
though the data is organized in a single level n x n matrix. Becker teaches a TV and its related 
communication requirements, col. 3, lines 57-58 and col. 5, lines 4-9 and 18-23. Becker teaches 
the invention in the above claim(s) except for explicitly teaching a user-profile. In that Becker 
operates to generate user based documents, the artisan would have looked to the network arts for 
details of implementing user selections. In that art, Savitzky, a related network system, teaches 
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"a web server to transform the requests from the Web client", abstract, lines 2-3. Savitzky 
specifically teaches that a "feature calculator generates a feature list for a transaction by scanning 
the data element", col. 6, lines 37-39 based on the user's requests, "additional features can be 
added at any time to the features calculator's known features", col. 6, lines 53-54 to highlight the 
data is independent of the calculated hierarchy, and an agent "modifies them according to 
filtering rules before documents are returned to a client", col. 1 1, lines 32-34 which also reads on 
a hierarchical attribute value data pair data structure . Further, Savitzky suggests that "the user 
typically accesses agency 10 by some action taken with a Web client to access to a Web server", 
col. 5, lines 1-3 will result from implementing his network system. The motivation to 
incorporate a user profile insures highly related documents are matched with a user. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the user profile as 
taught in Savitzky into network system described in Becker because Becker operates with finding 
documents in a computer network and Savitzky suggests that optimization can be obtained with 
networks. Therefore, by the above rational, the above claims are rejected. 

9. Regarding claims 2, 3, 12, 13, 18, 19, 21, 24, Savitzky teaches attributes of a user, col. 6, 
lines 55-60. Thus, the above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

10. Regarding claims 4, 14, Savitzky teaches preferences of a user, col. 11, lines 29-30. 
Thus, the above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

11. Regarding claims 5, 6, 15-16, Savitzky teaches chat rooms or services, col. 6, lines 65-66. 
Thus, the above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

12. Regarding claims 7, 17, Savitzky teaches directory for routing content, col. 6, lines 57-59. 
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Thus, the above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

13. Regarding claims 8, 20, 23, 26, 31, 37, 45, 54, 57, 58, 61-63, 66, 71, 72, 75, 76, 94-95, 
97, 11, 120, 135, Becker teaches transmitting selected information, col. 5, lines 50-53. Thus, the 
above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

14. Regarding claims 22, 29, 30, 35, 36, 38-43, 47, 48-53, 55, 77-93, 96, 98-1 17, 1 19, 121- 
129, 133-134, 139-141, Savitzky teaches monitoring the activities of a user, col. 11, lines 28-29. 
Thus, the above claim limitations are obvious in view of the combination. 

Response to Amendment 

15. The broad claim language used is interpreted on its face and based on this interpretation 
the claims have been rejected. The "the hierarchical attribute value data pair data structure" as 
defined is still a very broad and open to interpretation such as a hierarchy of data with data points 
related or connected to one or another (paired) based on some relationship. 

16. The limited structure claimed, without more functional language, reads on the references 
provided. Thus, Applicant's arguments can not be held as persuasive regarding patentability. 

17. Applicant suggests "Becker does not teach a system that finds pages based upon a user 
profile", Paper No. 17, Page 7, lines 1 1-12. "User profile" is another broad term that is taught in 
all three references, see Becker, a unique user, col. 11, lines 11-12, 18-20; Kramer, consumer 
profiles, abstract, line 8 that are clearly shared over a network; Savitzky's "user's interests", col. 
11, lines 28-29 and a user's conduct in Table 2 qualifies as part of a profile broadly speaking. 
Thus, broad is used to explain that other definitions beyond the applicants' definitions have been 
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applied to read on the claims as explained in regard to the whole claim, but while considering the 
specification's teachings in light of the whole claim and recognizing two may differ regarding 
"the remainder of which specifically teaches an interpretation different than that set forth", Paper 
No. 17, Page 16, lines 9-10. In addition, any of the other references cited clearly cite legacy user 
entered profiles as argued by the applicant, thus more references were not explicitly cited here. 
Also, the references should not be read in a vacuum, the teachings are not mutually exclusive, 
and must be taken in context of what was reasonable based on the subject matter as a whole as 
would have been understood at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which the subject matter pertains. To further prosecution, if the applicant intends a 
more defined definition, as argued with "user profile" and "attribute value pair data structure", 
then it should be specified in the claims so the public is clear on what is protected, and not based 
on what the applicant feels is "used in the context of the present case", Paper No. 17, Page 8, 
lines 7-8. Lastly, "explicitly does not teach" only means with regard to exact words or inherent 
teachings, but surely includes implicit, implied and obvious teachings, especially when vague 
words are claimed, as has been argued by the Examiner. Thus, Applicant's arguments can not be 
held as persuasive regarding patentability. 

18. The Examiner reiterates his previous arguments with regard to applicant's piecemeal 
arguments and vague definitions of a "Hierarchical Attribute Value Pair Data Structure" and 
feels said probabilities are hierarchical data structures since lower probabilities are subordinate. 
Also, Applicant argues Becker's user data is based on collective set of users, but Kramer's 
"information about individual [unique] consumers", Paper No. 17, Page 12, line 10 can not be 
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"used or associated with for a plurality of users", id, line 16, but they are hierarchically 
independent relative to the chosen reference position. Applicant suggests "the hierarchical 
attribute value data pair data structure is quite different from other data structures, as is apparent 
from the many advantages ... the attribute value pair is independent of the hierarchical structure", 
Paper No. 8, Page 3, lines 2-3 and "the individual value pairs may be shared by different data 
structure hierarchies to define different entities, e..g. an individual or a group of individuals 
sharing the same piece of information", Paper No. 11, page 9, lines 1-2. The above argument is 
not commensurate with what is presently claimed and therefore will not be considered at this 
time. The presently claimed data structure is indistinguishable from a relational database where 
different data fields have varying importance or a dynamic relational database created by an agent 
via a calculation or filter which is taught as an agent "modifies them according to filtering rules 
before documents are returned to a client", col. 1 1, lines 32-34. Said rules read on a "hierarchical 
attribute value pair data structure" as claimed as understood based on the subject matter as a 
whole as would have been understood at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Obviously the data is independent 
of the hierarchical structure even though said data can also have a relation to the hierarchical 
attribute value pair data structure, but is shown as "additional features can be added at any time 
to the features calculator's known features", Savitzky, col. 6, lines 53-54. Thus, Applicant's 
arguments can not be held as persuasive regarding patentability. 
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Conclusion 



19. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 
disclosure is disclosed in the Notice of References Cited. A close review of the references is 
suggested. The other references cited teach numerous other ways to perform profiling of content 
based on a user's profile, thus a close review of them is suggested. 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). . 

21. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Stephan Willett whose telephone number is (703) 308-5230. The examiner 
can normally be reached Monday through Friday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. 

23. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley, can be reached on (703) 308-5221. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 746-7239. 
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24. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9605. 

sfw 



April 2, 2003 




